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Proposal:*
The second paragraph of Art. 42 (1972) to read as follows: "A description or diagnosis of a new species assigned to a monotypic new genus is treated also as a generic description or diagnosis if the genus is not separately defined. A description or diagnosis of a monotypic new genus based on a new species is treated also as a specific description or diagnosis if the generic name and specific epithet are published together and the species is not separately defined." The publication of the name of a monotypic new genus based on a new species is validated either by (i) the provision of a combined generic and specific description (descriptio generico-specifica), or (2), for generic names published before i Jan. 90o8, by the provision of an illustration with analysis showing essential characters.
Note i. A description of a new species assigned to a monotypic new genus is treated also as a generic description if the genus is not described.
Similarly, a description of a monotypic new genus based on a new species is treated also as a specific description if the generic name and specific epithet are published together and the species is not described.
Note 2. Single figures of microscopic plants showing the details necessary for identification are considered as illustrations with analysis showing essential characters.

Recommendation 41A
A combined generic and specific description should mention the points in which the new genus differs from its allies.
In Appendix II, monotypic new genera are the subject of Art. PB6: * Imperial Oil Ltd., Calgary, Canada. ** Proposal no. 19 Art. 41 is concerned with monotypic new genera based on new species (thus clearly disallowing the erection of a monotypic new genus based on a previously proposed species, using a combined description), whereas Art. PB6 deals more broadly with the publication of monotypic genera of fossil plants. Art. PB6 thereby includes those genera based on previously published species, for which after 1952 a generic description is required which indicates the differences from other genera.
In the Preface to the i961 (Montreal) edition of the I.C.B.N., the editors state on p. 13 that:
The former Appendix II (Special provisions concerning fossil plants) is no more found in this Code. By the unanimous wish of the palaeobotanists present at Montreal, it was decided to incorporate these ,,special provisions" where necessary in the main body of the Code. This is certainly a great step forward since it is clear that in general the naming of fossil plants should follow the same lines as that of recent ones. In fossil spore systematics, probably the most active branch of systematic paleobotany, this requirement has proved impracticable. When a new spore species is found that does not fit within any existing genus, it must be assigned to a new genus. However, if only one species is available, no more meaningful circumscription can be given for this new genus than a description of the characters of the specimens on which the obligatory type species is based. It is these very characters which, while precluding the assignment of the species to any existing genus, simultaneously and automatically indicate the differences between it and other genera.
This statement records
Some authors, among whom R. Potoni6 (Synopsis der Gattungen der Sporae dispersae), have felt obliged to interpret Art. 42 (1961) as requiring a "differential diagnosis", i.e. a discussion in which differences from other named genera of similar appearance are stated explicitly. However, palynologists and paleobotanists in general have realized that this special requirement for fossil plants is impractical and has led to a situation where authors all too frequently have inserted meaningless "differential diagnoses".'These additional words have contributed nothing to the circumscription of the genus, but were written solely to fulfill the "letter of the law". The deletion of the modifying statement "indicating its difference from other genera" robbed the second sentence of its original meaning. The introductory remains of the sentence, linked to the preceding sentence by the adverb 'however', now in turn appear to become a modifier of the first sentence. Such at least is the interpretation of the 1966 version of Art. 42 by Potoni6 (Synopsis V, p. 9; Taxon) and some other authors (Srivastava, 1972) , who consider as invalid all monotypic genera proposed for fossil spores since I953 with a combined description, including those based on a new species. Yet, in the second sentence of Art. 42, it is not required that for fossil plants the name of a new monotypic genus be accompanied by a separate description or diagnosis of the genus. Moreover, in Note I no exception is made for fossil plants when it is stated that a description or diagnosis of a new species assigned to a monotypic new genus is treated also as a generic description or diagnosis if the genus is not separately defined, and similarly that a diagnosis of a montypic new genus based on a new species is treated also as a specific description if the species is not separately defined and if the generic name and specific epithet are published together. The difficulty of providing a satisfactory separate generic diagnosis has been mentioned earlier.
Judging The publication of the name of a monotypic new genus based on a new species is validated either by (i) the provision of a combined generic and specific description (descriptio generico-specifica) or diagnosis, or (2), for generic names published before I Jan. 90o8, by the provision of an illustration with analysis showing essential characters (see Art. 32, Note 3).
A description or diagnosis of a new species assigned to a monotypic new genus is treated also as a generic description or diagnosis if the genus is not separately defined. However, the name of a monotypic genus of fossil plants published on or after i Jan.
must be accompanied by a description or diagnosis of the genus.
A description or diagnosis of a monotypic new genus based on a new species is treated also as a specific description or diagnosis if the generic name and specific epithet are published together and the species is not separately defined.
Note. Single figures of microscopic plants showing the details necessary for identification are considered as illustrations with analysis showing essential characters.
Although no formal proposals to change Art. 42 were adopted by the Seattle Congress, the obvious interpretational ambiguity of its phrasing in the 1966 edition urged the Editorial Committee to provide a less ambiguous redaction. By changing the position of the sentence "However, the name of a monotypic genus of fossil plants ..." from the first paragraph, where it retained some measure of independent identity, to the Note I (1966) where it now restricts the requirements of the preceding sentence, the editors have constructed a clearer statement which, however, in my opinion, is not correct in conveying its original purport. For the latter, it is necessary to trace back the history of the sentence to the old Art. In historical perspective it is worth noting that especially in the period 1930-1940, palynological nomenclature was in a state of flux. Many authors proposed various systems of nomenclature in which the form of the generic name, through use of standardized suffixes, would indicate how closely the genus in question might be related to the natural genus from which the name for the fossil taxon had been derived. Thus many generic names were introduced that were subjective synonyms of similar sounding names, all lacking a diagnosis. Also, in these early years of fossil spore systematics, specific descriptions often were rudimentary and illustrations lacked the detail now considered of crucial importance for the differentiation of meaningful taxa. However, several individual contributions from this period are beyond reproof, and comply with the strictest interpretation of the Rules of any edition. Potoni6, in his Synopsis der Gattungen der Sporae dispersae, has given substance and circumscription for many generic names from the early period, that previously did not have a clear content. If, through careful application of the present Rules, it appears that he is effective author of generic names ineffectually introduced into the literature by earlier workers, it would seem a just recognition of his great contribution to fossil spore nomenclature. His proposal to introduce into Art. 41 the requirements of Art. PB3, previously abandoned in 1961, is contrary to the interest of stability in the nomenclature of fossil spores, and here is formally opposed. However, in order to eliminate the contradiction between Art. 41 and Art. 42, of which only the latter has an express limitation of retroactive application to fossil plants, as well as the ambiguity of the present wording of Art. 42, it is here proposed to delete the second sentence of the second paragraph of Art. 42 ("However, the name of a monotypic new genus of fossil plants published on or after January i, 1953 must be accompanied by a description or diagnosis of the genus").
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